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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Need for the S t u d y . Years of service in the Air 
Force has served to reveal the need for an increased a ware­
ness of the high cost of training personnel. While many 
factors are involved in this problem, one particularly 
important facet is the type and quality of leadership, 
instruction and supervision which basic trainees are sub­
jected to in their initial period of adjustment to military 
life. This inchoate period of adjustment in the Armed 
Services is a particularly sensitive one for the individual.
One of the most difficult problems has been: (1) the
selection of particular types of instructors and super­
visors ; and (2) development of appropriate techniques for 
assisting the average trainee into this new and strange 
regimen with a minimum loss of effectiveness through nega­
tive attitudes, neurotic tendencies and homesickness.
If it is true that the Basic Military Training 
Instructor's personality traits and the ways in which he 
communicates these traits determines his efficiency as an 
instructor and influences the direction, course, and 
outcome of the trainee's course of study, it might be 
profitable to speculate about the kind of instructor
2personality traits which are likely to facilitate training 
and those which are not.
At present, there is no consensus among psychologists 
on the basic structure of personality. Many have struggled 
with this problem, and in so doing have made contributions 
to the understanding of individuals. Some aspects that 
have been emphasized are the role of libidinal development, 
the self-image, and motivation theory and perceptual 
co m p o n e n t s .
This is not the place for a critical survey of 
personality theories nor an attempt at a synthesis of them, 
yet the military instructor's proficiency cannot be more 
than superficially investigated without some idea of what 
traits of temperament are significant for the individual in 
his role as an instructor or supervisor and in his inter­
action with the basic trainee. The most careful selection 
and the most thorough training are both greatly reduced in 
effectiveness if the individuals concerned are low in 
motivation or morale due to the behavior of the instructor 
or supe r v i s o r .
It is often pointed out that in the field of 
personnel selection the traits of temperament contribute 
greatly to the success or failure of personnel in instructor
3or supervisory positions, while technical skills which are 
more easily evaluated are relatively less important.
In a study by the Carnegie Foundation, it was d e ter­
mined that eighty-five per cent of success is the result 
of personal qualities, that “ technical training counts for 
only fifteen per cent in the success in the individual."^- 
In a study of seventy-six companies, Anne Roe found that 
ten per cent of the persons who lost their jobs did so 
because of technical incompetence, while ninety per cent 
were discharged because of ineffective personal traits.
Because of the necessity for well-qualified 
individuals in pedagogic and supervisory positions, the 
relatively large contribution of temperament traits to their 
success, and the dearth of effective selection devices in 
the Air Force for the efficient screening and assignment of 
qualified individuals for Basic Military Training Instructor 
duty, this tractate was conducted. It will attempt to d i s ­
cover some temperament or personality traits which may be 
important in the successful performance of duty by 
personnel in these positions.
-'-Anne Roe, The Psychology of Occupations, (Wiley 
Company, New York, 1956) Citing. Study by Carnegie 
Foundat i o n .
2lb id
4Statement of the P r o b l e m . This study was conducted 
to determine if there was a relationship between job 
performance rating and personality traits of Basic Military 
Training Instructors.
L imitations. This study was confined to the testing 
of fifty-two U. S, Air Force Non-Commissioned Officers who 
were performing duty as instructors of Basic Military 
Training at Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois, during the 
year 1958.
It is not the aim of this paper to initiate a new 
standardized measurement device for the study of the many 
areas of personality, or to provide a fool-proof screening 
device in the selection of Basic Military Training 
Instructors. It is, instead, the goal of this study to 
investigate the relationship existing between degree of job 
performance and certain personality traits.
It appears likely this study will pose more questions 
than it will answer. In an effort to achieve relatively 
accurate and realistic results, both job performance and 
personality were rated in their own setting--in the places 
in which they were happening.
The complete honesty and concordance of all the 
subjects tested must be assumed at the outset of this study.
5It should be realized also, that in completing the Behavior 
Description Questionnaire, the basic trainee was handicapped 
in various ways: some trainees showed a lack of responses
to the questionnaire due to a paucity of experience or 
limited intelligence; others showed a lack of responses due 
to various attitudes of apathy or indifference. These 
limitations seem to be germane to any questionnaire- type 
s tu dy .
Performance data will be limited to the responses 
secured from superior officers who rated their Non- 
Commissioned Officer Instructors according to their judgment 
of the individual's ability on the job.
The job performance items which were utilized in 
this treatise were taken from the Airman Performance Report, 
Air Force Form 75. These items are not weighted as to 
importance because there seemed to be no way to determine 
their relative importance. Thus, the job ability items 
used in this performance report are merely those which have 
gained acceptance in the Air Force.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH
Research conducted in this area include a consider­
able variety of studies concerning aspects of personality 
and leadership.
In a monograph consisting of a collection of papers 
by staff members of the Ohio State Leadership Studies, the 
description and measurement of leadership behavior is 
discussed. The papers described the development, analysis 
and application of a set of items devised for the d e s ­
cription of leader behavior of business executives, foremen, 
teachers, college administrators, Air Force Officers, and 
Navy Officers. Data on the relation of leader behavior to 
effectiveness measures, group descriptions and attitude 
climate were presented. The data seemed to suggest that to 
select a leader who is likely to satisfy those who work for 
him and those he works for, it will be necessary to select 
an individual who is above average in the leader behavior 
d imens ions of:
(a) initiation of structure in performance
(b) consideration for subordinates
^Ralph M. Stogdill and Alvin E. Coons (Eds) "Leader 
Behavior: Its Description and Measurement" B esearch
Monograph 8 8 , 1957.
7It was largely from the material of this report that the 
Behavior Description Questionnaire utilized in this paper 
was drawn.
In a research report by the ACPA Professional 
Standards and Training Committee entitled, "Personal 
Characteristics and Job Success," the group attempted to 
study the relationship existing between the possession of 
"desirable" personal characteristics and success on the job. 
It was hypothesized that those individuals who as students 
were thought to possess greater amounts of certain 
characteristics would prove to be more successful on the 
job than those individuals who as students were thought to 
possess lesser amounts of these characteristics. Eighteen 
characteristics were selected; they were:
1 . Social sensitivity
2. Fondness for people
3 . General leadership ability
4 . Decisiveness in action
5 . Dependability
6 . Ability to get along with others
7 . Tolerance of markedly different points of view
8 . Warmth in interpersonal relations
9 . Sense of humor
10 . Physical attractiveness
11 . Dedication to the "cause"
12. Pat ience
13. Self confidence
14. Spiritual and religious convictions
13. We 11-developed interests and appreciations
16. Demonstrated research ability
17. Scores earned on tests
18. Mental alertness.
Nine prominent professors, who were considered to be 
making valuable contributions in their respective areas, 
were selected. They were asked to rank the students who 
had studied under them as major advisors, in terms of an 
over-all index of success achieved to-date and predicted 
success in the future. In addition each professor ranked 
each student on each of the eighteen characteristics.
Using this data the similarity of ranking was 
determined. The paper stated it was not necessary to 
determine the rank order correlation since Old's tables of 
"Probability of Satisfactory Relationship" were used. It 
was apparent that each of the nine professors rated their 
students in such a way that those students rated as most 
successful were also those who received relatively higher 
total scores on the eighteen characteristics being c o n ­
sidered. The data clearly revealed that to a marked degree 
the professors differentiated their more successful
9graduates in terms of greater social sensitivity, fondness 
for people, general leadership ability, decisiveness of 
action, dependability, ability to get along with others, 
tolerance of markedly different points of view, warmth in 
interpersonal relations, sense of humor, physical 
attractiveness, dedication to the "cause, and patience
Walter R. Berg and Ernest C. Xupes in a report, 
"Personality Characteristics Related to Leadership Behavior 
in Two Types of Small Group Situational Problems," found 
that rating of four traits (extroversion, assertiveness, 
social maturity, and energetic) are significantly correlated 
with ratings of leader behavior in situational tests and 
leaderless group discussions at or beyond the one per cent 
level of significance, and ratings of effective intelligence 
are significantly correlated with the same criteria at the 
five per cent level of significance. Personality r e quire­
ments for leadership in different types of situational tests 
are similar with respect to patterns of personality 
characteristics, although not in level, and account for most 
of the common variance in this type of r e s e a r c h . ^
^George A. Pierson and others, "Personal Character­
istics and Job Success," Personnel and G u i d a n c e , Vol 33,
N o . 7, p . 4 63-8.
•^Walter R. Berg and Ernest C. Tupes, "Personality 
Characteristics Related to Leadership Behavior in Two Types 
of Small Group Situational Problems," Journal of Applied 
P syc ho l o g y , Vol 42, No. 4, 1958, p. 2 5 2 - b .
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Hjalmar Rosen and R. A. Hudson Rosen, in a report 
concerning personality variables and role in a union 
business agent's group, stated that there were some 
indications that personality data such as those made a v a i l ­
able in personality tests, may be useful in giving d e f i ­
nition to some of the qualities necessary to fulfill 
leadership job demands satisfactorily. If further research 
bears this out, it may be possible to develop an "upper 
echelon" job-family and thereby gain greater comprehension 
of this important aspect of our society as well as 
providing better selective techniques for such crucial 
p o s i t i o n s .6
Harley W. Mowry indicated that quality of supervision 
or leadership is directly related to worker productivity.^
A classification of the areas (or dimensions) of 
leadership behavior which are entirely satisfactory to 
everyone is extremely difficult to attain. In an effort to 
tentatively designate these dimensions, Edwin A. Fleishman, 
in a paper on the description of supervisory behavior, d e s ­
cribes nine a priori "dimensions" of leadership behavior:
^Hjalmar Rosen and R. A. Hudson Rosen, "Personality 
Variables and Role in a Union Business Agent Group," Journal 
of Applied P s y ch ol o gy , Vol 41, No. 2, 1957, p. 131-36.
^Harley W. Mowry, "A Measure of Supervisory Quality," 
Journal of Applied P s y c h o lo gy , Vol 41, No. 6, 1957.
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1. Integration - acts which tend to increase 
cooperation among group members or decrease 
cooperation among them.
2. Communication - acts which increase the u n der­
standing and knowledge about what is going on in 
the group •
3. Production emphasis - acts which are oriented 
toward volume of work accomplished.
4. Representation - acts which speak for the group 
in interaction with outside agencies.
5. Fraternization - acts which tend to make the 
leader a part of the group.
6. Organization - acts which lead to differentiation 
of duties and which prescribe ways of doing 
t h i n g s .
7. Evaluation - acts which have to do with d i s ­
tribution of rewards (or p u n i s h m e n t s ) .
8. Initiation - acts which lead to changes in group 
ac t ivit ie s .
9. Domination - acts which disregard the ideas or
Q
persons of members of the group.
These nine areas provided a tentative framework for the 
collection of specific items of leader behavior which were
^Edwin A. Fleishman, MThe Description of Supervisory 
Behavior, "Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol 37, No. 1,
! 9 5 3 . ------------------------------------
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later integrated in the Behavior Description Questionnaire 
utilized in this paper.
CHAPTER III
METHOD USED IN THE STUDY
Genera 1 . As has been indicated previously this 
paper is restricted to an examination of certain aspects of 
personality as depicted by the Gordon Personal Profile; a 
job performance evaluation by immediate supervisors; and, 
ten Behavior Description Questionnaires submitted on each 
Basic Military Training Instructor by certain trainees 
under his direct and constant supervision.
Study of P e r so na li ty . One of the most widely used 
approaches to the assessment of personality traits in 
individuals has been that of the personality inventory. In 
this approach, the overt indices of traits, the items of 
information concerning the person from which trait values are 
inferred, are in the form of his responses to questions or 
statements about his habits, his likes, dislikes, and his 
op i n i o n s .
In an effort to provide a relatively objective 
analysis of certain facets of a Basic Military Training 
Instructor's personality, this type of assessment was 
utilized.
14
Several criteria were employed in the selection of a 
measuring device. The Gordon personal Profile, which was 
finally chosen, provides quick reliable measures of four 
aspects of personality which are especially significant in 
the daily function of the normal individual. The four 
aspects of personality measured are:
1. A s c e nd an c y. Those individuals who adopt an 
active role in group situations, who are self- 
assured and assertive in relationships with 
others, and who tend to make independent 
d e c i s i o n s .
2. R e s p on s i b i l i t y . Those individuals who take 
responsibility seriously, who are able to stick 
to any job and get it done, who are persevering 
and determined.
3. Emotional Sta b i l i t y . This is characteristic 
of individuals who are well-balanced, 
emotionally stable and relatively free from 
anxiety and nervous tension.
4. S o c i a bility. This is the type of individual 
who likes to be with and work with people, who
is gregarious and who shows a lack of restriction 
in social contacts or social r e l a t i o n sh ip s.^
There are no "good11 or "bad" adjectival ratings for 
these traits. The ranking of the individual is provided by 
a standardized scale and can be interpreted as favorably 
only in the light of the desirability of the trait in 
question under certain circumstances. For instance, an 
individual scoring low on the "Emotional Stability" scale
^Leonard V. Gordon, Gordon Personal P r o f i l e , World 
Book Company, Yo n k e r s - o n - H u d s o n , New York, 1955.
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tends to be emotionally immature or to have unstable 
emotional reactions. So it would be undesirable for most 
leaders to possess low scores. However, those who score 
high on the "Ascendancy" scale have a proclivity to 
dominate others in face-to-face situations, and those who 
score high on the "Responsibility" scale have a propensity 
to be persevering and determined. High scores on the latter 
two traits would appear to be desirable in all leaders, and 
particularly, military instructors.
Leonard V. Gordon states that the individual items 
of this test have demonstrated high correlations with the 
total score for the scale to which they belong, and 
relatively high validity against various external criteria. 
The patterns of intercorrelations among these scale scores 
parallels closely the pattern of intercorre1ations among 
independent criteria ratings on the same factors.^
One of the principal attributes of the Gordon 
Personal Profile results from the utilization in its 
development of the factor analysis approach and the "forced- 
choice" technique. One of the assumptions underlying the 
forced-choice technique in personality measurement is that 
if two items are equally derogatory from the point of view
^ I b i d .  , p . 2 .
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of the social group, the individual to whom one of the items 
is more applicable will tend to perceive that item as being 
less derogatory. Thus, if an individual, who is motivated 
to make socially acceptable responses, is forced to select 
one of the items as being least like himself, he will select 
the item that he perceives to be the most derogatory, which 
will tend to be the item that _^s less like himself. It is 
assumed that the converse holds when he is forced to select 
one of a pair of complimentary items as being mo s t like 
himself. Further support for the operation of this 
projective principle can be found in studies made by 
Finger, Gordon, Travers, and W a l l e n . ^ i 12,13,14
Other attributes which favored the selection of the 
Gordon Personal Profile were:
1. It is a standardized test.
2. The directions are very simple.
3. It is self-administered.
^ F r e d  Finger, "Sex Beliefs and Practices Among Male 
College Students" Journal of Abnormal P s y c h o l o g y , 1947, 42.
^ L e o n a r d  V. Gordon, "The Evaluation of Personality 
by Population Judgments," Journal of Social Psychology, 1949.
l Robert M. W. Travers, "A Study of Judgment of 
Opinions of Groups," Journal of Social Psychology, 1941,
p. 2.66.
^ R i c h a r d  Wallen, "Individual Estimates of Group 
Opinion," Journal of Social P sy c h o l o g y , 1943, p. 17.
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4. It classifies its results in terms of four 
personality traits, making a convenient grouping 
of study comparisons.
5. It affords a large amount of information about 
the individual in a relatively short amount of 
t ime .
6. Although there is no time limit, almost all 
individuals can complete the "profile11 in 
from seven to fifteen minutes.
7. The cost is relatively low (about eight cents for 
each copy) .
8. It is unusually efficient and practical in terms 
of the time required for scoring and 
interpretation.
9. The method of scoring is contrived so that there
are simple checks which will disclose or preclude
the most common scoring errors that may occur.
10. The p e n c i 1-and-paper test is a highly convenient
means for the assessment of temperament traits 
or personality characteristics at present.
Study of Job P e r f o rm an ce . The Air Force Form 75, 
Airman Performance Report, was selected because it is the 
standard and only form for rating the job efficiency or
18
performance ability of all Non-Commissioned Officers in the 
Air Force. A mandatory rating is required annually on each 
Non-Commissioned Officer. This rating is accomplished by 
his immediate supervisor who is in the most advantageous 
position to observe the airman in his work.
The results of the latest rating of the fifty-two 
Basic Military Training Instructors in this study were 
secured from the files of the personnel section at Chanute 
Air Force Base. The Airman Performance Report is c o n ­
structed so that it is possible to appraise an individual on 
the following performance factors:
1. How much does he know of his assigned duties?
2. How well does he do his assigned duties?
3. How well does he supervise and lead?
4. How well does he get along with others?
5. What effort does he make in improving himself?
The supervisors evaluation of the airman's proficiency for 
each performance factor was converted to a numerical 
designation as follows:
Numerical Description Approximate Percentage Supposed
De signat ion o f Grade  to Achieve this Score________
6 Outstanding 47,
5 Superior 127,
4 Excellent 32%
3 V e r y S a t i s f a c t o r y  32%
19
Numerical Description Approximate Percentage Supposed 
Designation of Grade  to Achieve this Score_______
(continued)
2 Satisfactory 12%
1 Unsatisfactory 4%
The grades or evaluations in each of the six performance 
factors were added so that the total figure would indicate 
the overall evaluation of the airman concerned. The total 
figure of each job performance report represented the 
military instructor's relative efficiency in the group.
These figures are depicted in Table III, page 47.
Study of Behavior Description Q u e s t i o n n a i r e . A major 
consideration in the study of human behavior is attitude and 
a segment of the study of leadership may be viewed as that 
of observing the behavior of individuals who have been 
designated as leaders. In an effort to study the behavior 
of leaders thus designated, an objective description of 
human behavior "on the job" was developed. This step was 
undertaken in the belief that existing criterion instruments 
might prove unsatisfactory. The Behavior Description 
Questionnaire, which was developed, is a check-list type of 
test in which behavior is described. It covers twenty-one 
specific activities related to human leader behavior rather 
then to technical ability. The last three questions of the 
test were constructed to measure the influence of the
20
military instructors on the trainees' attitudes toward the 
Air Force in general, A typical question is concerned with 
the effect of the military instructor's actions on the 
attitudes of the basic trainee toward his making the Air 
Force a career. Of the twenty-one questions, thirteen 
items were particular measures of two different kinds of
behavior. The two kinds of behavior are:
1. Consideration which is linked with behavior 
indicative of friendship, mutual trust, 
respect and warmth in the relations between 
the military instructors and the basic 
trainees. Consideration appears to des­
cribe the extent to which the military instructor, 
while carrying out his leadership function, is 
considerate of the trainee under his supervision.
2. Initiating structure which is tied to the 
military instructors who, to a marked degree, 
organize and define relationships between 
themselves and the trainees, and the military 
instructors who endeavor to establish well-defined 
patterns of organization, channels of communication, 
and ways of getting the job done.
21
The items describing the behavior indicated above 
were taken from an original Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire which was used in the study of Air Force 
personnel manning bombardment a ir cr af t.^
The various behavior in each of the questions was to 
be described, not evaluated, and the trainee indicated his 
response by circling a letter on a frequency of performance 
scale extending from "never11 to "always". For an item to 
be most useful, all responses should be sufficiently 
attractive to be used in the description of at least some 
of the military instructors.
On the questionnaire, the five alternate responses 
to each item were assigned values from zero to four.
Whether the high frequency alternative, "always," was 
scored zero or four was decided by the author who followed 
the procedures utilized by Halpin and Winer in their 
factorial study of leader behavior d e s c r i p t i o n . ^  Total 
dimension scores were derived by adding the values corre­
sponding to the alternatives marked for the items in each 
d imens i o n .
^ A n d r e w  W. Halpin and B. James Winer, "A Factorial 
Study of the Leader Behavior Descriptions," R e s earch 
Monograph 88, 1957.
^ I b i d .  , p. 44-51
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Five hundred and twenty questionnaires were completed 
by the basic trainees. They were distributed in such a 
manner that ten questionnaires were submitted on each Basic 
Military Training Instructor in this study. The author 
attempted to create a permissive atmosphere before, during, 
and after testing. The trainees were not to be faced with 
any consequences as a result of their responses. They were 
advised that the data were to be used only for research and 
would not appear on any official records of the subject, 
nor would they affect him in any other way. Stringent p r e ­
cautions were employed to insure absolute anonymity of those 
basic trainees who completed the questionnaires. In an 
effort to achieve maximum validity, care was also exercised 
to insure that each trainee who submitted a questionnaire 
had been under the supervision of the particular military 
instructor for a minimum period of at least thirty days.
In spite of the precautions and safeguards noted 
above, the author is aware that it may not be possible for 
the trainees to objectively describe the subjects by 
maintaining a dispassionate view and suppressing their 
anxieties concerning possible consequences of their ratings. 
The trainees in this study may have applied their personal 
evaluation schema to the questionnaire items and "evaluated" 
the instructors rather than described them. However, it 
was not possible under the circumstances to use the forced
normalization or the forced-choice technique which might 
have reduced these errors according to reports by
D. E. Sisson and o t h e r s .^
E. Sisson, F o r c e d -Choice - The New Army R a t i n g , 
In M. L. Blum (Ed), Readings in Experimental and Industrial 
Psychology, New York, Prenti c e - H a l 1, 1952.
CHAPTER IV
THE RESULTS
Job Performance E v a l u a t i o n . Figure 1 depicts the 
median scores of the fifty-two Basic Military Training 
Instructors for each of the five performance factors which 
were evaluated by immediate supervisors. Each performance 
factor is named and its relative position shown.
An inspection of this figure reveals that the 
military instructors were rated highest (median rating) in 
their knowledge of assigned duties. The next highest rating 
(median rating) of performance factors was in how well the 
individual performed his duties, closely followed by the 
rating of how well the individual attempted to improve h im ­
self. According to the evaluation of the immediate 
supervisors, the instructors were generally rated lowest 
(median rating) in their leadership ability.
Gordon Personal Profile S co r e s . The median Gordon 
Personal Profile scores for the fifty-two Basic Military 
Training Instructors are depicted in Figure 2, page 26.
This figure indicates the median of the normative percentile 
ranks of the group in each area of personality tested.
An inspection of the figure reveals that the group 
achieved a median score, which was at the sixtieth
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PERFORMANCE (MEDIAN) RATING OF FIFTY-TWO BASIC MILITARY 
TRAINING INSTRUCTORS RATED BY THEIR IMMEDIATE SUPERVISORS
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FIGURE 2
PERCENTILE RANKS OF GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE SCORES 
(MEDIANS OF THE NORMATIVE) FOR FIFTY-TWO BASIC 
MILITARY TRAINING INSTRUCTORS
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percentile rank of the norms, in the personality c h a r acter­
istic of ascendancy. The group median ranked at the 
seventy-fifth normative percentile rank in the area of 
responsibility. This means that Basic Military Training 
Instructors tend to describe themselves as a group who are 
self-assured and assertive in relationships with others, and 
possess strong characteristics of perseverence and tenacity 
in the face of frustrations.
The normative percentile ranking of sixty-four for 
the emotional stability median reveals responses indicating 
emotional stability and relative freedom from anxiety and 
nervous tension. The normative percentile rank of fifty- 
three for the sociability median reflects a normal display 
of gregariousness and sociability.
Behavior Description Questionnaire. The Behavior 
Description Questionnaire was treated statistically by two 
different methods. In the first method scores for the first 
eighteen items were totaled and scores for the last three 
items were totaled. From totals of the first eighteen items 
the military instructor would receive a ranking of how he 
compared with other military instructors in this study in 
areas of general behavior; from his score on the last three 
items it would be possible to indicate a measure of the 
influence on the trainee's general attitude toward the Air 
Force. This data yielded essentially negative results.
28
In the second method thirteen particular items were 
selected and scored. These scores indicate measures of two 
different kinds of behavior which has been closely 
identified with leadership characteristics by Andrew Halpin 
and James Winer in their factorial study of the leader 
behavior descriptions.^® Five items were scored for the 
measurement of Structure and eight items were scored for 
Consideration.
The correlations between job performance rating by 
immediate supervisors and the behavior of the military 
instructor as described by the basic trainees under his 
control are shown in Table IV, page 50. Consideration tends 
to be correlated negatively with job performance rating by 
immediate supervisors, while structure is positively 
related to job performance ratings.
^•®Halpin and Winer, ojo. c i t . , pp 40-51.
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The heart of this study is the relationship between 
job performance rating, evaluation from behavior description 
questionnaire, and the Gordon Personal Profile scores.
This data will be presented in various ways to make 
it more meaningful. A graphic comparison of the Gordon 
Personal Profile scores for the top and bottom men in the 
totals of questions one through eighteen and questions n i n e ­
teen through twenty-one of the behavior description 
questionnaire is made; this comparison is shown in Figure 3, 
page 3 0.
Figure 4, page 31, shows the Gordon Personal Profile 
scores for the top man according to the immediate super­
visors rating on job performance, and for the bottom man.
Finally, the matrix of Pearson Product Moment 
correlation coefficients shown in Table I, page 32, were 
computed to measure the relation between the four 
personality aspects of the Gordon Personal Profile, the 
various scores of the Behavior Description Questionnaire, 
and the total rating of Job Performance Score.
The statistical treatment of the data leads to the 
following observations.
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GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE TRAITS OF INDIVIDUALS 
WHO WERE RATED HIGHEST AND LOWEST ON THE 
BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONAIRE
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TABLE I
MATRIX OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS
B Q S BQC BQ 19-21 A R E S PR
B Q S 1 .00 .37 . 4 6 .41 - .08 - .22 .32 . 18
B Q C .37 1 .00 .88 - . 12 - .28 - .06 - .08 -.56
BQ 19- 21 .46 .88 1 .00 . 23 - .05 . 18 .06 - .07
A .41 - . 12 . 23 1 .00 - . 11 .04 . 58 - .18
R - .08 - .28 - .05 - . 11 1 .00 .59 - . 18 .02
E - . 22 - .06 . 18 .04 .59 1 .00 - .25 - . 23
S .32 - .08 .06 .58 - . 18 - .25 1 .00 -.23
PR . 18 - .36 - .07 - . 18 .02 - .23 - . 23 1 .00
KEY :
B Q g : Behavior Questionnaire (Structure)
B Q q : Behavior Questionnaire (Consideration)
B Q i 9 _ 2 i : Behavior Questionnaire (Items 19 through 21)
A, Rj E, S: Gordon Personal Profile
PR: Performance Report
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The correlation of .41 for the Gordon Personal 
Profile trait of ascendancy and the initiating structure 
items of the Behavior Description Questionnaire is signifi­
cant at the one per cent level suggesting that the degree 
of ascendancy, as perceived by the military instructor, and 
the degree of initiating structure as described by the 
trainees, is associated positively for the fifty-two 
military instructors.
A multiple correlation of .47 is found between 
ascendancy and emotional stability of the Gordon Personal 
Profile and the initiating structure items of the Behavior 
Description Questionnaire. This is also significant beyond 
the one per cent level. Thus, it may be inferred that there 
is an association between structure and the combined traits 
of ascendancy and emotional stability. The nature of this 
association is such that the Basic Military Training 
Instructors, who are also high in initiation of structure, 
possess a higher level of ascendancy and smaller degree of 
emotional stability. The gross score predictive equation 
utilized to determine the above multiple correlation is 
given on page 53 of the appendix.
p. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and E du ca ti on , 2nd Ed, New York, McGraw Hill, 1950.
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The correlation of .18 for job performance rating and 
the traits of structure is not significant at the five per 
cent level suggesting that structure is not associated with 
job performance for the fifty-two military instructors.
The correlation of .88 for the items of Consideration 
on the Behavior Description Questionnaire and questions 
nineteen through twenty-one is significant above the one per 
cent level. This indicates that those military instructors 
who were rated as high in the area of consideration toward 
the basic trainees tend to influence the trainees to take a 
very favorable attitude toward the Air Force in general, 
and to instill a desire to complete the technical schools in 
which the trainee is enrolled. In a sense, then, 
consideration would appear to be a form of behavior which 
contributed toward trainee morale rather than making a 
direct contribution toward job performance effectiveness.
However, the correlation of -.56 between the items 
of consideration in the questionnaire and the rating for job 
success is significant at the one per cent level indicating 
that consideration is correlated negatively with the job 
performance rating by the immediate supervisors. It is 
apparent that consideration is not perceived as a form of 
behavior which contributes directly toward job performance 
success. Since correlation of Behavior Questionnaire items
35
nineteen through twenty-one with Performance Report is -.07, 
there is reason to believe that consideration is made up of 
two components, one responsible for the .88 correlation with 
Behavior Questionnaire questions nineteen through twenty-one, 
the other responsible for the -.56 correlation with the 
Performance Report.
The correlation of -.28 between the consideration 
items of the Behavior Questionnaire and r e s ponsibi1ity of the 
Gordon Personal Profile is significant at the five per cent 
level. This implies that military instructors who describe 
themselves as possessing high degrees of responsibility 
usually are regarded by the trainee as exhibiting little 
consideration.
A multiple correlation of -.38 is found between the 
combined emotional stability and sociability scores from the 
Gordon Personal Profile and the performance ratings. This 
is significant beyond the five per cent level. It may be 
inferred there is a negative association between job 
performance and these combined traits. Thus, low emotional 
stability and sociability scores tend to go with the better 
performance ratings. The gross score predictive equation 
utilized to determine the above multiple correlation is 
given on page 53 of the appendix.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Fitty-two Non-Commissioned Officers who were 
stationed at Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois, and who were 
assigned duty as Basic Military Training Instructors, were 
given the Gordon Personal Profile. Their immediate super­
visors rated them on their job performance in six areas on 
Air Force Form 75, the Airman Performance Report. Each 
Basic Military Training Instructor was also described by 
ten annonymous basic trainees who were under his direct 
supervision. This description was accomplished by complet­
ing a twenty-one item questionnaire. The questionnaire 
provided two hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior: 
consideration and initiating structure. The Gordon 
Personal Profile provided scores for each individual in 
terms of four personality traits: ascendancy, responsibil­
ity, emotional stability and sociability.
The central problem of this study was to determine 
if there is a significant relationship between job p e r ­
formance or efficiency of Basic Military Training 
Instructors, and personality traits as evidenced by the 
Gordon Personal Profile, or temperament characteristics as 
described by the Behavior Description Questionnaire.
37
1. The fifty-two military instructors were found to 
have median scores in the Gordon Personal Profile which 
indicated the presence of the characteristic of ascendancy, 
responsibility and emotional stability. The group median 
for the characteristic of sociability was only slightly 
above average. The four personality traits of the Gordon 
Personal Profile, considered separately, did not display 
statistically significant correlations with the job
performance ratings. The pattern of intercorre1ations in
the matrix of correlation coefficients (Table I, page 32)
among the scale scores of the Gordon Personal Profile
indicates the probable existence of true relationships be ­
tween these traits.
2. This study suggests that there is a negative 
association between the rating of job performance and 
considerate behavior.
3. Finally, the results of the Behavior Description 
Questionnaire show; (a) the correlation of the combined 
personality traits of ascendancy and emotional stability 
predicts initiating- structure type of behavior of the 
military instructor as perceived by the basic trainee; (b) 
military instructors who describe themselves as possessing 
a high degree of responsibility can be predicted to be
38
regarded by the trainee as showing little consideration 
behavior toward them; and (c) military instructors who 
describe themselves as being emotionally stable and highly 
sociable can be predicted to achieve low performance ratings 
from their immediate supervisors
Suggestions for Further R e s e a r c h . Results of the 
data contained in this report suggest two hypothesis;
1. The personality factors measured by the Gordon 
Personal Profile are not significant in 
determining the effectiveness of military 
instructors as depicted by the immediate super­
visor on the Air Force Form 75, Airman Performance 
R e p o r t .
2. The Airman Performance Report, while measuring 
areas of military ability, does not measure the 
particular areas of effectiveness which are 
germane to the role of a military instructor.
With reference to the first hypothesis, it might be pro f i t ­
able to conduct a similar study, but utilizing criteria 
susceptible of quantative treatment of pertinent personality 
variables other than those measured by the Gordon Personal 
Profile. Either the Bernreuter Personality Inventory, the 
Bell Adjustment Inventory, or the Minnesota Multiphasic 
Inventory could be substituted in place of the Gordon 
Personal Profile.
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If the second hypothesis is accepted, then a revision 
of the Airman Performance Report might be initiated 
utilizing other criteria than those now in practice for the 
measurement of efficiency of the military instructor.
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APPENDIX A
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TABLE II
SCORES OF PERSONALITY CHARACTER ASPECTS OF THE 
GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE*
ASCENDANCY RESPONSIBILITY EMOTIONAL STABILITY SOCIABILITY
14 6 16 8** 17 8 15 5
12 6 16 8 16 8 14 4
11 6 16 8 15 7 12 4
11 5 15 8 13 7 11 4
11 5 15 7 13 7 11 4
10 5 15 7 13 6 10 4
10 5 13 7 12 5 10 4
10 3 13 7 12 4 10 3
10 3 13 6 12 3 10 2
9 2 13 6 12 3 9 2
9 2 13 6 12 3 9 2
9 2 13 6 11 3 9 1
8 2 13 5 11 2 8 0
8 2 12 5 11 1 8 -1
8 1 12 5 11 0 7 -1
8 1 12 5 10 0 7 -1
7 1 12 5 10 0 7 -3
7 1 10 4 10 -1 6 -3
7 0 10 2 10 -2 6 -3
7 -2 10 2 9 -3 6 -6
7 -3 10 2 9 -5 6 -6
7 -4 9 1 9 -8 6 -7
7 -4 9 0 9 -9 6 -8
7 -9 9 0 8** -12 5** -9
6**- 14 9 -4 8 - 12 5 -11
*Scores arranged according to magnitude for 
calculation of the median score on each area of personality
**Median Score
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TABLE III
NUMERICAL RESULTS FROM GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE,
BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE, AND AIRMAN PERFORMANCE
BEHAVIOR 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
INDIVIDUAL (1-18) (19-21)
GORDON 
PERSONAL PROFILE 
A R E S
PERFORMANCE
REPORT
1 471 70 7 16 13 0 28
2 217 10 2 9 -5 6 27
3 422 76 6 2 4 8 26
4 544 83 3 12 11 5 23
5 532 74 2 13 7 6 25
6 430 76 11 7 0 10 25
7 398 54 5 0 -8 11 25
8 478 76 1 13 12 6 25
9 500 69 7 2 -9 14 19
10 558 87 8 8 -5 9 24
11 547 95 9 10 3 4 20
12 564 85 1 10 6 10 16
13 477 90 1 16 16 -1 22
14 620 105 2 9 3 4 23
13 512 110 12 2 7 15 20
16 518 75 5 13 10 6 11
17 489 99 7 5 9 -9 20
18 398 53 11 4 11 8 24
19 457 75 9 12 8 7 28
20 415 31 1 13 9 5 21
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TABLE III (continued)
NUMERICAL RESULTS FROM GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE,
BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE, AND AIRMAN PERFORMANCE
_ _ _ _ _  GORDON
QUESTIONNAIRE PERSONAL PROFILE PERFORMANCE 
INDIVIDUAL (1-18) (19-21) A R E S______ REPORT
21 477 63 2 6 0 2 24
22 497 92 2 15 12 3 25
23 527 90 5 15 12 4 18
24 550 104 7 15 9 9 21
25 499 87 8 6 12 6 13
26 550 90 5 -4 -12 6 21
27 529 94 6 10 3 9 25
28 542 87 6 8 12 -3 23
29 4 61 52 6 8 -1 7 23
30 600 89 - 9 0 8 -7 24
31 595 110 10 5 11 10 17
32 516 81 10 7 1 12 16
33 302 13 - 5 13 2 -6 25
34 563 113 9 12 10 2 26
35 594 103 7 10 8 -1 22
36 230 20 7 13 15 -1 27
37 407 38 10 9 0 4 20
3 8 400 37 8 5 -3 10 17
39 462 62 0 12 17 -1 1 /
40 529 88 3 16 13 2 19
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TABLE III (continued)
NUMERICAL RESULTS FROM GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE,
BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE, AND AIRMAN PERFORMANCE
BEHAVIOR 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
INDIVIDUAL (1-13) (19-21)
GORDON 
PERSONAL PROFILE
a r e s
PERFORMANCE
REPORT
41 506 69 -3 9 11 -7 20
42 400 54 -3 5 5 5 17
43 401 32 8 8 10 4 18
44 534 93 7 5 -2 -8 25
45 552 89 -4 1 -12 1 28
46 569 85 10 6 13 7 14
47 456 57 -14 6 3 -11 2 9
48 536 83 7 7 9 -3 22
49 591 106 11 10 7 6 27
50 571 95 14 2 9 11 23
51 560 104 -2 13 10 -3 22
52 577 98 7 7 8 4 19
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TABLE IV
CONSIDERATION/STRUCTURE SCORES OF FIFTY-TWO BASIC 
TRAINING INSTRUCTORS DESCRIBED BY 520 BASIC TRAINEES
I N D I - BQ*: 1 5  6 7 8
VIDUAL C C S C S
1 35 31 28 28 28
2 29 9 37 9 33
3 36 28 24 25 30
4 30 35 14 34 32
5 35 36 12 35 27
6 29 28 19 25 28
7 33 33 31 29 30
8 34 31 13 34 26
9 35 33 24 26 29
10 40 40 26 38 37
11 34 39 24 33 34
12 37 35 13 33 35
13 34 33 13 32 22
14 40 31 19 33 32
15 38 37 20 40 26
16 34 30 11 32 32
17 27 30 29 28 22
18 32 24 31 25 33
19 37 33 33 26 37
20 33 26 16 19 21
9
C
11
C
12
C
13
S
14
C
15
S
16
C
18
S
29 21 29 38 28 35 24 30
9 4 6 35 2 30 7 31
24 27 23 35 25 36 22 32
32 31 38 32 38 34 33 34
31 34 35 39 33 38 24 38
18 26 25 32 21 33 16 27
2 9 20 25 35 25 24 18 36
32 26 30 32 24 36 23 31
27 31 35 36 35 37 26 36
32 36 40 38 38 39 29 36
30 34 34 39 33 39 32 39
34 36 38 37 31 39 28 30
34 28 40 34 37 38 28 31
30 32 37 36 35 34 26 37
34 38 40 37 40 37 38 40
35 31 33 38 38 38 25 35
29 32 37 36 35 31 18 29
14 23 25 36 24 38 19 3 1
28 29 34 37 27 40 22 33
24 19 25 29 24 30 14 26
18
S
37
34
32
38
29
38
40
36
39
38
39
39
25
39
37
23
31
28
29
34
TABLE IV (continued)
B Q * : 1 5 6 7 8 9 11 12 13 14 15
C C S  C S C C C S C S
20 31 26 31 28 33 30 31 40 21 33
36 35 35 34 31 22 29 33 36 34 34
36 35 23 33 22 30 30 32 35 34 39
40 39 24 38 35 37 38 39 37 36 39
35 35 21 33 24 31 33 34 27 33 34
40 33 20 34 30 28 25 35 40 38 39
39 34 21 36 38 9 26 39 36 37 39
37 37 18 37 30 31 32 36 39 36 37
31 3 1 34 36 35 10 29 31 38 19 39
38 38 18 38 27 32 34 40 36 38 38
39 39 23 40 35 37 35 40 36 40 40
39 38 34 32 37 33 25 30 39 30 40
26 1 2 31 15 24 26 14 15 36 14 24
40 34 27 34 33 30 31 37 39 32 40
40 39 15 38 34 38 33 39 36 40 .40
23 13 35 13 22 10 9 8 20 4 23
30 27 30 19 21 27 21 22 38 25 37
39 19 17 25 24 28 28 39 30 37 35
29 27 20 17 24 22 21 20 34 24 34
36 32 16 32 31 34 29 33 33 35 33
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TABLE IV (continued)
INDI- BQ*: 1 5  6 7 8
VIDUAL C C S C S
41 34 26 14 30 25
42 27 23 27 21 20
43 33 21 24 26 22
44 34 34 17 35 31
45 31 37 20 34 29
46 37 35 17 36 27
47 32 25 18 35 26
48 40 32 28 31 33
49 40 33 8 37 39
50 40 37 24 38 36
51 37 32 17 38 34
52 40 35 11 35 37
9
C
11
C
12
C
13
S
14
G
15
S
16
C
18
S
28 26 38 36 33 36 23 30
23 18 18 26 25 27 16 26
20 22 27 32 21 32 18 23
27 19 31 35 34 35 28 38
27 25 35 38 34 37 27 39
32 26 39 31 38 37 23 35
28 28 32 29 28 27 22 26
30 31 36 33 34 36 28 36
35 34 39 35 39 39 30 39
34 32 40 38 38 40 28 38
35 32 38 37 35 40 30 36
34 33 40 40 39 39 30 39
*Behavior Description Questionnaire items 1, 5, 6, 7, etc.
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GROSS SCORE PREDICTIVE EQUATIONS
The formulas used in this study are as follows:
Y 1 s WAX A^ WEX E ^ K
w h e r e ,
Y 1 i s the predicted Behavior Description score
X A i s t he observed ascendancy score
X E i s the observed emotional stability score
W A i s the gross score weight obtained by least squares
WE i s the gross score weight obtained by least squares
K i s a constant obtained by the least squares
o r Y 1 = 1.26X a - . 56X e + 152.4
S i m i l a r l y :
Y 2 , W£X E + W SX S + K
w h e r e ,
Y 2 is the predicted job performance score
X E i s the observed emotional s tab i1ity score
X S i s the observed sociability score
W E i s the gross score weight obtained by least squares
W S i s the gross score weight obtained by least squares
K i s a constant obtained by the least squares
or Y 2 =. -,18X e - .2IX s + 2 2 . 7
APPENDIX B
A I R M A N  P E R F O R M A N C E  REPORT D A T E  O F  R E P O R T
, I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  DATA
* S T  N A M E — F I R S T  N A M E — M I D D L E  I N I T I A L G R A D E A F S N D A T E  O F  G R A D E
( ESERVE W A R R A N T  O R  C O M M I S S I O N  A F S N C A F S C R E A S O N  F O R  R E P O R T
O R G A N I Z A T I O N  A N D  I N S T A L L A T I O N P E R I O D  O F  R E P O R T
f R OM TO
1. S U P E R V I S O R Y  DATA
Dbserve airman's performance: 1~ 1 Daily | | Several times a week [ 1 Seldom Months supervised during period of reporr 
duties are primarily: Technical 1 Supervisory N um ber o f  airmen supervised
i l . DUTY A S S I G N M E N T
; R I O R ,  C U R R E N T ,  A N D  A D D I T I O N A L  D U T I E S
!-
'
!
! SV. A I R M A N  P E R F O R M A N C E FACTORS
G e n e r a l  I n s t r u c t i o n s : Rate each factor below by selecting the phrase most closely describing the airman's actual performance. Place 
• an " X ”  in the box that best indicates your evaluation o f  the airman. Check the N O T  OBSERVED box whenever you have insufficient 
! knowledge on which to base an evaluation. The end result should be a profile o f  the airman's relative abilities in terms o f  the separate 
‘ factors.
^ F I G U R E S  A T  
R I G H T  I N D I C A T E  
A N O R M A L  
D I S T R I B U T I O N  
OF R A T I N G S
-■ t
t ♦  ♦ f t
h m
♦  ♦ ♦ ♦  
♦  ♦ ♦  ♦
t
f t
f
1 .  H o w  much does he know about 
knows the required steps.)
his assigned duties? (Consider whether he has the technical "know-how" ; knows what to do;
ri
j Not observed
i □
CZ3
Lacks knowledge of 
simplest duties
□
Knows only the rou­
tine duties
1 1 Knows oil rou­
tine duties with some 
knowledge af mare 
complex duties
1 1 Has e 
knowledge 
plex duties
xtensive 
of com-
□
Has mostered
duties
oil
1 . —1 Hus mastered 
oil duties with ex­
tensive knowledge af 
related positions
2 .  H ow well does he do his assigned duties 
work.)
? (Consider whether he is a careful worker; is a thorough worker; works quickly; checks his
N o t  o b s e r v e d
i 1=1
□
F o i l s  m o r e  o f t e n  t h o n  
s u c c e e d s
1 1 S l o w  o n d  
s o m e t i m e s  i n a t t e n t i v e  
b u t  c o m p l e t e s  r o u t i n e  
d u t i e s  w i t h  f a i r  r e s u l t s
1 1 C o m p l e t e s  
m o s t  a s s i g n e d  d u t i e s  
s a t i s f o c t o r i l y
1—  1 C o m p l e t e s  al l  
a s s i g n e d  d u t i e s  
s o t i s f o c t o r i l y
1 1 C o n s i s t e n t l y  
p r o d u c e s  v e r y  h i g h  
q u o n t i t y  a n d  q u a l i t y  
w o r k
1 1 S u c c e e d s  
w h e r e  o t h e r s  w o u l d  
f a i l .  C o n s i s t e n t l y  o u t ­
s t a n d i n g  i n  q u a l i t y  
o n d  q u o n t i t y  o f  p r o ­
d u c t i o n .
; 3 .  How well does he supervise and 
* those he supervises.)
lead? (Consider the effects o f  the airman as a supervisor and leader to increase th s performance o f
□
N o t  o b s e r v e d
O
N o t  o p p l i c o b l e
□
W e a k  a n d  c a r e l e s s
1 1 S e c u r e s  m i n ­
i m u m  p r o d u c t i o n  f r o m  
s u b o r d i n a t e s
1 J S u c c e e d s  
u n d e r  f a v o r a b l e  c o n ­
d i t i o n s
1----------11______ 1 A l m o s t  a l w a y s
s u c c e e d s  e v e n  u n d e r  
u n u s u a l  a r  d i f f i c u l t  
c i r c u  m s t o  n c e s .  C o n ­
t r o l s  u n i t  e f f i c i e n t l y
1 1 K e e n  j u d g ­
m e n t  o n d  v e r y  o c c u -  
r o t e  d e c i s i o n s .  
C r e a t e s  o  s t r o n g  u n i t  
w i t h  h i g h  p r o d u c t i o n
1 I O u t s t a n d i n g  
l e o d e r  w h o  p r o d u c e s  
t h e  m a x i m u m  f r o m  
oi l  a v a i l o b l e  
r e s o u r c e s
4 .  H ow  well does he get along with others? (Consider ability anc willingness to work in harmony for and with others.)
1 N o t  o b s e r v e d
■ C Z 1
t
□
R e f u s e s  t a  c o o p e r a t e  
o r  t o  l e n d  h e l p
1 . . J  S o m e t i m e s
c r e o t e s  f r i c t i o n .  S l o w  
t o  h e l p  o t h e r s
1 ■ J M a s t  r e l o t i o n s  
w i t h  o t h e r s  o r e  h a r ­
m o n i o u s .  U s u a l l y  
w i l l i n g  t a  h e l p  o t h e r s  
u n d e r  n o r m o l  c i r c u m ­
s t a n c e s
1 1 P l e a s o n t  t o  
w o r k  w i t h .  U s u a l l y  
w i l l i n g  t o  h e l p  o t h e r s  
e v e n  i n  d i f f i c u l t  
s i t u a t i o n s
1 J  A l w o y s  w o r k s  
i n  h a r m o n y  w i t h  
o t h e r s .  A n  e x c e l l e n t  
t e a m  w o r k e r
1 1 E x t r e m e l y  s u c ­
c e s s f u l  i n  w o r k i n g  
w i t h  o t h e r s .  G o e s  a u t  
o f  h i s  w o y  t o  a c t i v e l y  
p r o m a t e  h a r m o n y
; 5 .  W hat effort does he make in improving himself? (Consider efforts to keep current on technical publications relatec 
1 improve his general educational level and benefit from supervisory guidance.)
to his specialty,
i
j . N o t  o b s e r v e d
1 1=1
1
!
□
R e j e c t s  o p p o r t u n i t i e s
d J
d e s i r e  
t a g e  o
S h o w s  l i t t l e  
t o  t o k e  o d v o n -  
o p p a r t u n i t i e s
1 1 U s u o l l y  
a c c e p t s  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  
if p o i n t e d  o u t  t a  h i m
1 1 F r e q u e n t l y  
s e e k s  o u t  o p p o r t u ­
n i t i e s  t o  i m p r o v e  h i m ­
s e l f .
1 1 A l w a y s  s e e k s  
o u t  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  o n d  
e x p e n d s  e x t r a  e f f o r t  
t o  i m p r o v e  h i m s e l f
1 1 O u t s t a n d i n g  
m o t i v a t i o n  a n d  
e n e r g y  in s e e k i n g  o u t  
a n d  u s i n g  o p p o r t u -  
n  i t i e s
A F w  5 7  7 5  P R E V I O U S  E D I T I O N S  O F  THI S F O R M  ARE OBS OLETE.
________________________________________________C O M M E N T S  O F  R E P O R T I N G  OF FI CI AL _________________________________________________
dd any com m ents  which will increase the objectivity o f  the rating. Include strengths or weaknesses not covered elsewhere in this 
iport. Be factual and specific. W henever the airman is rated outstanding or unsatisfactory in section VI below, one or more actual 
eidents illustrating typical performance which justify the rating must be included.
OVERA LL  E V A L U A T I O N
ompare this airman with other airmen o f  the same grade and same AFS. Remember that extremes o f  ability are rare. Be objective and 
npersonal. Think o f  the airman’s performance over the entire rating period. Place an "X" in the appropriate box.
□  A N I ... I A N EZ3 a I -  I A  V E R Y I I A N  E X C E P T I O N A L [ I O N E  O F  T H E
I N  S A T I S F A C T O R Y A C C E P T A B L E G O O D  A I R M A N G O O D  A I R M A N A I R M A N  O F  G R E A T V E R Y  F E W  O U T S T A N D ­
A I R M A N A I R M A N V A L U E  T O  T H E  S E R V I C E I N G  A I R M E N  I K N O W  
...............  -  ....
R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  F O R  P R O M O T I O N
D o  not recommend for prumotion
Along with airmen o f  similar service 
and experience
Ahead o f  other airmen o f  similar service 
and experience
II. CERTIFICATE O F  R E P O R T I N G  OFFICIAL
C e r t i f y  that all entries hereon are true and impartial to the best o f  my knowledge and belief. (Referral by the reporting official is 
nandatory when there is a rating in one o f  the boxes on the left for any factor in section IV or an unsatisfactory rating in section VI.)
’ED N A M E  A N D  G R A D E O R G A N I Z A T I O N
>N D UT Y TITLE S I G N A T U R E
R E V I E W  BY I N D O R S I N G  OFFI CI AL
I C O N C U R I D O  N O T  C O N C U R  and have initialed the appropriate rating boxes and/or added the attached comments
ED N A M E  A N D  G R A D E O R G A N I Z A T I O N
; n D U T Y  TITLE S I G N A T U R E  O R  I NI TI ALS
R E V I E W  BY U N IT  C O M M A N D E R
I D O  N O T  C O N C U R  and have added the attached comments
ED N A M E  A N D  G R A D E
Recommend for Good Conduct Medal
Do not recommend for Good Conduct Medal
O R G A N I Z A T I O N
D U T Y  TITLE S I G N A T U R E  O R  I NI TI ALS
U.  S.  G O V E R N M E N T  P R I N T I N G  O F F I C E I 957 O-F —  433461
BASIC MILITARY TRAINING NON-COMMISSIONED OFFICER 
BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
Nam e of BMT NCO B eing D e s c r ib e d ________________________________________________
Squadron to W hich He is  A ssigned_____________________________________________________
*
I * * * * * * * * *  * * * * * * * * * * * . * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
On the following pages is  a l i s t  of item s th a t m ay be used  to d esc rib e  the 
beh av io r of B asic  M ilita ry  T ra in in g  N on-C om m issioned O fficers  who a re  your T a c tic a l 
In s tru c to rs i Each item  d esc rib es  a specific  kind of behavior, but does not ask  you to 
judge w hether the b eh av io r is  d es irab le  o r  u n d es irab le . T h is is  not a te s t  of ab ility .
It s im ply  ask s  you to d escrib e , as accu ra te ly  as  you can, the behav io r of your T ac tica l 
In s tru c to r . DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME. T his questionnaire  is anonym ous.
DIRECTIONS
a. READ each  item  carefu lly .
b . THINK about how frequen tly  the T ac tic a l In s tru c to r  engages in  the 
beh av io r d esc rib ed  by the item .
c. DECIDE w hether he alw ays, often, occasionally , seldom  o r n ev er 
ac ts  as d esc rib ed  by the item .
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five le t te r s  following the item  
to show the an sw er you have se lec ted .
A Always
B. Often
C O ccasionally
D Seldom
E N ever
1. He speaks c le a r ly  and is  ea s ily  understood: A B C D E
2. He is  honest and fa ir : A B C D E
3. He d isp lays m atu re  judgem ent: A B C D E
4. He lo se s  h is tem p er and becom es angry: A B C D E
5. He looks out fo r  the p e rso n a l w elfare  of 
individuals under h is  superv ision : A B C D E
6. He ru le s  with an iro n  hand: A B C D E
7. He finds tim e to lis te n  to an indiv idual’s 
p rob lem s: A B C D E
8. He speaks in a m an n er not to be questioned: A B C D E
9. He re fu se s  to explain  h is  actions: A B C D E
10. He keeps the a irm e n  inform ed: A B C D E
11. He is  w illing to m ake changes: A B C D E
12. He is  friend ly  and approachable: A B C D E
13. He in s is ts  on the use of uniform  p ro ced u res : A B C D E
14. He m akes the a irm e n  fee l a t e a se  when talk ing  
to them : A B C D E
15. He le ts  the a irm e n  know what is  expected  of 
them : A B C D E
16. He puts suggestions m ade by the a irm e n  into 
operation: A B C D E
17. He keeps the a irm e n  w orking to g e th e r as  a 
team : A B C D E
18. He m ain ta ins defin ite s tan d a rd s  of perfo rm an ce : A B C D E
19. He in fuses in m e a d e s ire  and am bition to make 
the A ir  F o rce  a c a re e r : A B C D E
20. He in s til ls  in m e a d e s ire  to succeed  in  the 
T echn ical School: A B c D E
21. By h is a ttitude, action  and p e rso n a l conduct, he 
m akes m e proud of m y uniform  and the A ir F o rce : A B c D E
M ark your answers in column
a good mixer socially .........................................................
lacking in self-confidence..................................................
thorough in any work undertaken .................................
tends to be somewhat em otional....................................
no t interested in being with other people...................
free from anxieties"or tensions........................................
quite an unreliable person................................................
tak s^ the lead in group discussion.................................
acts somewhat jum py and nervous...............................
a strong influence on o thers............................................
does not like social gatherings........................................
a very persistent and steady w orker.............................
finds it  easy to make new acquaintances.....................
cannot stick to the same task for long.........................
easily managed by other people.....................................
m aintains self-control even when fru s tra ted ...............
able to make im portan t decisions w ithout h e lp ........
does not mix easily with new people.............................
inclined to be tense or h igh-strung................................
sees a job through despite difficulties...........................
no t too interested in mixing socially with people
doesn't take responsibilities seriously...........................
steady and composed a t  all tim es ..................................
takes the lead in group activ ities...................................
a person who can be relied u p o n ....................................
easily upset when things go w rong ....................
not too sure of own opinions...........................................
prefers to be around other people..................................
finds it easy to influence other people..........................
gets the job done in the face of any obstacle.............
limits social relations to a select few ............................
tends to be a rather nervous person.............................
doesn’t  make friends very read ily .................................
takes an active p art in group affairs...........................
keeps a t routine duties until com pleted.....................
no t too well-balanced em otionally...............................
M ark your answers in colum n B B
assured in relationships with o thers ...................
feelings are rather easily h u r t .............................
follows well-developed work h ab its ....................
would rather keep to a small group of friends
becomes irritated somewhat read ily . . . .
capable of handling any situa tion ...........
does not like to converse with strangers 
thorough in any work perform ed...........
prefers not to argue with other people, 
unable to keep to a fixed schedule. . ..  
a calm and unexcitable person. . . . . . .
inclined to be highly sociable................
free from worry or care ....................................................
lacks a sense of responsibility.........................................
not interested in mixing with the opposite sex.........
skillful in handling other people....................................
finds it easy to be friendly with o thers ........................
prefers to let others take the lead in group ac tiv ity ,
seems to have a worrying n a tu re ................................
sticks to a job despite any difficulty............................
able to sway other people’s opinions. . . , 
lacks interest in joining group activities.
quite a nervous person ................................
very persistent in any task undertaken .
calm and easygoing in m anner.........
cannot stick to the task  a t h a n d . . . 
enjoys having lots of people around 
not too confident of own abilities. . .
can be relied upon en tirely .................................
doesn’t care for the company of most people.
finds it rather difficult to re lax ..........................
takes an active p art in group discussion.........
doesn’t give up easily on a problem ..............
inclined to be somewhat nervous in manner. . . .
lacking in self-assurance.............................................
prefers to pass the time in the company of o thers,
M  L
M L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
A
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M  L
M L
M L
M  L
M  L
A R E S T
+
-
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GORDON PERSONAL PROFILE
by Leonard V. Gordon
U. s .  N A V A L  P E R S O N N E L  R E S E A R C H  U N I T ,  S A N  D I E G O ,  C A L I F O R N I A
Name____________________________________________  Age_______  Sex.
Highest school grade reached: 8 9 10 11 12 F S J S Degree(s)
1I IGU S C H O O L  C O L L E G E
For students: School----------------------------------------------- - Class_______
For adults: Occupation------------------------------------------- Marital status.
Directions
In  this booklet are a number of descriptions of personal characteristics of people. These descriptions are grouped 
in sets of four. You are to examine each set and find the one description th a t is most like you. Then make a solid 
black m ark between the pair of dotted lines beside the statem ent, in the column headed M  {most).
N ext examine the other three statem ents in the set and find the one description th a t is least like you; then make
a solid black m ark between the pair of dotted lines beside th a t statem ent, in the column headed L  {least).
Here is a sample set: M  L
has an excellent a p p e tite ............................................... \\ \\
gets sick very o ften ............................................................  |
follows a  well-balanced d ie t....................................................  j j
doesn’t  get enough exercise..........................................  I H
Suppose th a t you have examined the four descriptive statem ents in the sample and have decided th a t, although 
several of the statem ents apply to you to some degree, “ doesn’t  get enough exercise” is more like you than  any 
of the others. You would place a m ark beside th a t statem ent in the column headed M  {most), as shown in the sam­
ple above.
You would then  examine the other three statem ents to decide which one is least like you. Suppose th a t “ gets 
sick very o ften” is less like you than  the others. You would place a  m ark beside the statem ent in the column headed 
L  {least), as shown in the sample above.
For every set you should have one and only one m ark in the M  {most) column, and one and only one m ark in the 
L  {least) column.
In  some cases it m ay be difficult to  decide which statem ents you should mark. M ake the best decisions you 
can. Remember, this is not a test; there are no right or wrong answers. You should m ark those statem ents which 
most nearly apply to you . Be sure to m ark one statem ent as being most like you , and one statem ent as being least 
like you. M ark every set. Turn the booklet over and begin.
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